The Church rate, church fee, church contribution. In the period of the Se cond Republic of Poland both, state and ecclesiastical authorities used these terms in order to determine financial weights voluntarily adopted by parish institutions, although obligatorily paid by the faithful of the Roman Catholic Church. These notions were used interchangeably though within years a tendency to more strict approach could be seen. The Ministry of Treasury opposed the usage of the "tax" term indicating necessity of being more precise by consequently using the "church contribution" term. As we can read in one of the letters of the Ministry of Treasury: The church contribution can not be treated as "sui generis" tax for the benefit of this kind of institution 1 . Hence, such statement was quoted in the act issued in 1932 that regulated the problem 2 . Nevertheless, it did not change the fact that, particularly in the former Prussian annexation, it was preferred to use the term "tax" rather than "contribution".
The Church Rates (Contributions) in the Parishes in the Second Republic of Poland
The Church rate, church fee, church contribution. In the period of the Se cond Republic of Poland both, state and ecclesiastical authorities used these terms in order to determine financial weights voluntarily adopted by parish institutions, although obligatorily paid by the faithful of the Roman Catholic Church. These notions were used interchangeably though within years a tendency to more strict approach could be seen. The Ministry of Treasury opposed the usage of the "tax" term indicating necessity of being more precise by consequently using the "church contribution" term. As we can read in one of the letters of the Ministry of Treasury: The church contribution can not be treated as "sui generis" tax for the benefit of this kind of institution 1 . Hence, such statement was quoted in the act issued in 1932 that regulated the problem 2 . Nevertheless, it did not change the fact that, particularly in the former Prussian annexation, it was preferred to use the term "tax" rather than "contribution".
Church taxes issue has always constituted one of the major problems in relationship between the state and the Church in the II Republic of Poland. It has been crucial for operating of the particular parishes in the local environment as well. It constituted an element of negotiations of concordat between Poland and the Holy Sea. This study is an attempt to familiarize with the issue, which has been, ignored in the literature and, in fact, it has never been studied and described.
Introduction of taxes in Poland
Traditionally, the most commonly known and applicable tax in Poland was a tithe, which rose along with organization of the Church. In accordance with the Polish practice, the most dominating form of it was a sheaves tithe although it was possible that in the future the other forms would arise. That tax, so inconvenient for the payer, was not convenient for the beneficiary either. Current development in Poland did not seem to be impressive, so were not the related revenues. In the nineteenth century the contemporary leaders of Poland undertook the action aiming at liquidation of such archaic tax. The first to have completed the project were Austrians, in 1848. Afterwards, not long after the Austrians, the Russians (1864) and the Prussians (1865) 3 also struggled to eliminate that form of tax.
Salary reforms, together with the regulations regarding organizational structure of the parishes, enabled all of them to impose another kinds of taxes in the nineteenths century. That time competences were given to the units managing the parishes the i.e. Parish the Councils and Church Supervisions. While in each annexation the situation was different, the aim of the tax was -more or less -the same.
In the Polish Kingdom mandatory charges for the benefit of the Church were introduced in 1817 4 . Generally, they concerned obligation to finance both construction and maintenance of the churches, other parish buildings and cemeteries, by parishioners. Actually, those services took on a personal character. Soon, on 3 January 1818, the viceroy developed the aforementioned king's decision introducing division of costs applicable to "buying materials and payment to the craftsmen" and to "import materials and manual help in the factory". The first ones were applicable to all owners and perpetual usufructs of the properties inhabited by the Catholics, regardless of their religious denomination. The second ones were applicable to the faithful of the Roman Catholic Church, "peasants on the land who make socage or pay a rent", and to the workmen. An important change was implemented by the resolution of the viceroy of the Polish Kingdom -by replacing the personal character of the charge with a tangible one applied to real estates (provided that they were inhabited by the Catholics) 5 . 3 Tadeusz Czacki, O dziesięcinach w powszechności, a szczegolniey w Polszcze i Litwie (Warszawa: Druk XX Pijarów, 1801), 3-79; Jan Wincenty Bandtkie Stężyński, Prawo prywatne polskie (Warszawa: Drukarnia Banku Polskiego, 1851), 309-325; Władysław Abraham, "O powstaniu dziesięciny swobodnej. Studium z dziejów prawa kościelnego w Polsce", Biblioteka Warszawska 2 (1891): 146-180; Adolf Szelążek, "Memorjał w sprawie majątków kościelnych w Królestwie Polskim zabranych na mocy ukazów 1864 i 1865 r. " (Płock: Drukania "Kurjera Płockiego" i "Mazura" (1917), 8-9, 29-30. 4 Dziennik Praw Królestwa Polskiego (DPKP) 1820, Vol. 6, [242] [243] [244] [245] [246] [247] [248] [249] AAN, MWRiOP, sygn. 892, Official letter from the Special Prosecutor's Office of the Republic of Poland (Prokuratoria Generalna Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej) to the MWRiOP, 12.31.1921, 22-24. In 1824, based on the legislation dated 1817, the Church Supervisions existing in the parishes were solely authorized to allocate taxes among the aforementioned parties 6 . In addition, public authorities and legal entities (i.e. railroads) were obliged to pay their contributions provided that they had goods on the territory of the particular parish.
Later, in 1863, that legislation was upheld 7 . However, enfranchisement reform forced the legislator to make a revision of law in that regard. Since July 1864 the ability to undertake any decision by the Church Supervision has depended on the Parishioners Assembly. Since than it has been stated that the Church Supervisions together with local government has not been authorized to impose any fees for the benefit of the Church without approval of the Parishioners Assembly 8 , whereas the principle of division of the contribution itself has remained unchanged. The amendment was applicable only to the village parishes while in the cities the former legislation was sustained 9 . It might be stated, that important changes took place in years 1887 and 1889 when the Russian Senate, in a case stemming from the dispute between Jan Wilde and the Church Supervision from Byczyn, stated that the enfranchisement reform had abolished obligation of paying church fees by the owners and tenants other that Catholics
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. However, that decision has been of no importance, from a formal perspective, as the decisions dated 1818 and 1824 could have been hanged only by the legislations signed by the monarch. Based on the above, the legislation remained valid. Yet, enfranchisement changed the situation completely. Becoming landowners, former peasants (obliged only to pay fees of the second category), became obligated to pay contributions indicated by the legislator as the fees of the first category. In case of parishes that consisted of cities and villages, contribution was divided into two in accordance with the rule of the "amount of households". In this regard, both cities and villages were obliged to pay fees, not their inhabitants. Within time, with reference to inhabitants of the villages, the quantity of land was a basis to calculate the amount of church fee. It was based on the abovementioned legislation dated 1864 in accordance with which the parishioner of the Roman Catholic Church, being authorized to take part in the Municipal Assembly, was obliged to pay church taxes In the Prussian annexation church taxes in parishes were charged based on the legislation dated 14 July 1905. This stated that church expenses would be covered by the taxes imposed on faithful, provided that the other sources were insufficient. State taxes and, above all, income tax (real estate tax or business tax) constituted basis to calculate these burdens 12 . While Church supervisions acted on the principles of the legislation dated 20 June 1870, decisions made by the Church Supervisions had to be approved by the representation of the church administrative district, bishop as well as the state authority 13 . In fact, these taxes were not collected frequently. The relatively good material situation in the Prussian annexation sufficed to cover usual parish expenses. The tax was used in case of extraordinary expense; however, even in such situation, it could have been financed without additional taxes (2∕3 of costs in cities and 1 ∕3 of such costs in villages) by using the patronage institution. The amount of the tax was not limited by any regulation. Nonetheless, local government was supposed to verify whether the church tax did not constitute unbearable burden for the community. Natural persons (members of catholic administrative districts) were obliged to take care of regulations regarding the enacted taxes 14 . In former Austrian annexation, church taxes were based on the competitive act dated 15 July 1866
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. That legislation was a consequence of changes that took place in the villages resulting from enfranchisement directives. Former practice regarding financing of both, renovation and construction investments usually based on church possessions as well as usual incomes of the Church, its parson, Religious Fund, the patron and, optionally, parishioners working for the benefit of the particular project. In fact, current expenses of the parish did not constitute an excessive burden neither to patron or to dominium nor to parishioners. However, in December 1860 the state authorities stated that parishioners, as well as church patron might be obliged to participate in sponsorship of the aforementioned expenses whereas the Religious Fund was supposed to be the ultimate source of financing. This decision, instead of making order, excluding the situation in Galicia, leaded to disorganization of the whole system. As summarized by Maurycy Kabat, a rapporteur of the competitive act project, proving a need of a new legislation in this regard: based on the aforementioned situation we could see that such an important matter, important for the whole country, was regulated by such an unstable directive 16 . Competitive act constituted Parish Committees consisting of the parson -patron and the owners of the land located in the particular parish who, in case of lack of sufficient sources to cover construction, renovation or current parish operational expenses, might allocate the costs on parishioners having had real estate 17 . Furthermore, in 1896 a metter of church taxes was precisely determined. Since than, church taxes based on the fact of owning real estate in the particular parish. As a consequence, Catholics not resident in a given parish as well as legal persons (state treasury or administrative district), companies and associations were obliged to pay church taxes provided that they were payers of the real estate tax or the household tax. In case of enterprises that had their head office in the particular parish, the tax itself based on the fact of paying either salary tax or income tax 18 . An attempt to normalize the church tax issue in the Second Republic of Poland A process of structuring new relationship of the Church with the Polish government started after Poland's recovery of its independence. Church taxes appeared among many things that were discussed. Over one hundred years of slavery had resulted in completely different legal systems that were characteristic of each annexation, as well as different political cultures, had definitely negative impact on the discussion. Not only did it make difficult to reach an agreement with the representatives of the new state but also within the Church itself. Different legal status of the particular church institutions, various material situation as well as differentiated package of experiences has not been without influence on proposed solutions, attitude of clergy, possibilities of concessions, finally, influences in the decisive groups of the Polish authorities. In addition, differences regarding economical and social development between the particular districts as well as forms of relationship within the parish communities were of great importance.
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Original text: z powyższego przedłożenia stanu rzeczy widzimy na jak chwiejnych i niepewnych podstawach prawnych spoczywa dziś tak ważna dla kraju sprawa. Allegaty do Sprawozdań stenograficznych z trzeciej sesyi Sejmu Galicyjskiego z r. 1865-1866 (Allegat LXXXVI); Stenograficzne Sprawozdania z Trzeciej Sesyi Sejmu Krajowego Królestwa Galicyi i Lodomeryi wraz z Księstwem Krakowskiem w roku 1865-1866, 48, 86, 114, 1383, 1468, 1760-1764, 1778-1792, 1797-1836, 1839-1856. 17 Piwocki, " Zbiór ustaw", [122] [123] [124] [125] Dziennik Ustaw i Rozporządzeń Krajowych dla Królestwa Galicyi i Lodomeryi wraz z Księ-stwem Krakowskiem 1896, no. 25. A matter of the church tax appeared while conducting negotiations regarding manors and salaries of clergy at the time prior to concordat. It was also connected with the postulate of liquidation of iura stolae. At the end of January 1922, shortly after inauguration of official negotiations regarding manor cases, a group of priests -deputies proposed that church institutions should be financed and maintained from the state budget. It was planned that finances would be gathered through implementation of special ubiquitous church tax 19 . Countersigning parties indicated that there were subsequent dangers for the position of Church regarding fees iura stolae that constituted one of the main sources of rising money necessary to maintain parishes in case of inflation. Lodzer bishop, Wincenty Tymieniecki, appealed that the case should be regulated immediately. He was under the pressure of developing Mariavite Church 20 . However, these proposals had not aroused an expected interest and, as a consequence, have not been discussed any more. In fact, both tax and iura stolae issues have usually been discussed separately. In addition, the idea of one, homogenous church tax has been abandoned in favor of the idea of organizing the already existing system of the parish church taxes.
A new chapter of relationship between the state and the Church was developed after countersigning concordat by the Holy Sea and the Polish government in 1925. Church taxes were not regulated directly in the aforementioned document however it did not neglect the matter completely. First of all, in the article XXIV it was guaran teed by the state that the Church had inviolability of law authority to any movable and immovable properties, capitals, incomes, and other laws 21 that were owned by it. In addition, the state authority pledged to help by executing of church acts and directives (art. IV). Based on article XXIV all acts, directives, and decrees that were in the contrary to the agreement between Poland and the Holy Sea . In 1927 a group of parishioners in Bydgoszcz opposed the directive of the Parish Council that imposed church fee on faithful. Although rejected by the governor, the case has been transferred to the Supreme Administrative Court. In October 1928 the objection was legitimated and it was justified that changes made by the bishop together with the governor were illegal as the only way to proceed changes was through passing the directive by Parliament 31 . A concordat and further activities initiated by church authorities in order to broaden their own autonomy, instead of leading to order, caused further complications in the matter. It required centralized actions, preparation of solution regulating the situation in the whole country, in a homogenous manner, adjusted to the existing legislation, not only with reference to relations between the state and the Church but also to the tax law.
During March 1925, a few weeks after the date of signing a concordat; information from MWRiOP was delivered to the office of the prime minister. It listed acts and directives necessary to be implemented in order to execute provisions of the concordat. Among many acts to be implemented immediately there was one regarding church tributes and one, act or -optionally -directive, regulating interference of church authorities in this regard. Tax issue has been connected with iura stolae. It was stated that, first of all, an agreement regarding salaries for church services must be reached. Furthermore, church taxes were supposed to be regulated. All fees were limited to construction and maintenance of church and the parson's real estates, churches as well as equipment and church facilities 32 . Church fees issue was one of the easiest matters to be regulated among all cases that arose after the concordat. First of all, because a lack of a number of complicated aspects concerning secularization conducted by the authorities in the annexed territories. Stanisław Grabski, a director of MWRiOP, managed immediately, together with the Pontifical Commission, to prepare a project of act 33 . A content of the act was prepared, as it seems, by Krakow bishop Adam Sapieha. It had already been discussed during concordat negotiations. In December 1924, during the extraordinary bishops' assembly, it was agreed that: the project . A concept, approved by both parties on 11 April 1926 assumed implementation of mandatory church taxes. That fee was applicable to parishioners; Catholics not residing in the particular parish, but with the real estate tax applicable there. In addition, it was applicable to a patron (provided that the function existed), legal persons -being obliged to pay real estate tax in the given parish (provided that the aims of the organization had not been visibly connected with another religious denomination) as well as entrepreneurs employing at least 100 Catholics 35 . Funds raised that way were to cover investments and renovations of parish church buildings and parson's buildings, maintenance of church service as well as equipment and church facilities. Two organs managed the fund: Parish Division and Church Construction Council. The first one, leaded by the parson, had execution character whereas the second one was entitled to impose taxes. With reference to taxes up to 15% of the amount of direct state taxes there were no additional authorities' approvals required. However, above this level, up to 100%, the decision had to be approved by Diocesan Council. Furthermore, over that limit (over 100%) consent had to be given by the voivodeship parliament 36 . Moreover, project of the act constituted diocesan construction fund; it was planned that funds would cover costs of construction and maintenance of cathedral churches. Likewise, two managing organs were appointed: Diocesan Division and Diocesan Council. Catholics -residents of the particular diocesan as well as not residing but paying real estate tax in the given diocesan could have been called for duty of paying church tax. The amount of tax could not have been higher than 5% of the amount of direct taxes 37 . A key role in implementation of the fee mentioned above had Church Construction Council. Its members were parishioners whose term of office lasted six years. There were two kinds of members, the ones selected by Parishioners Assembly and the ones appointed by bishop. Members of the Council were supposed to be determined in executive order, as it was dependent on the amount of parishioners. A relation of members selected to the ones appointed was supposed to be as 1:1. However, it was acceptable that there would be preponderance of one group by no more then one member. These taxes were planned to be charged likewise to the procedure regarding tax municipal additions Later, in amendments to the project, it was stated "50% of workers". Ibidem, 164-168. 38 Ibidem, 169; DURP 1923, no. 94, pos. 747. Further negotiations led to implementation of crucial changes in the project. Former version of the act was modified at the end of November 1926 during the meeting of Pontifical Commission with representatives of the government. In accordance with the new concept, called then an act on contributions for Catholic Church expenses, a group of aims which could have been covered from these finances (set up and extension of cemeteries, parish charity institutions) has been extended. Procedures regarding enacting and managing of the fund have been considerably changed, actually simplified. The Parish Council, half of which was selected by the Parishioners Assembly whereas the other half of its members was appointed by the bishop, made it. In addition, two kinds of taxes were maintained -for the benefit of parish and diocesan. Moreover, it was necessary to gain an approval of the voivode in case of collecting an amount exceeding 50% of the basic level 39 . The case seemed to have been settled. However, on 7 January1927, during the interdivision meeting in the Presidium of the Council of Ministers, an already agreed proposal was rejected. As a consequence, the Ministry of Treasury was appointed to work on the new project 40 . The way of proceeding was changed. Until than, initiatives came from the Pontifical Commission. That time, however, the government decided to address the Church with their own proposal. During discussion on the project prepared by the Ministry of Treasury they decided to exclude territory of Silesian Voivodeship 41 . The Ministry, led by Gabriel Czechowicz, criticized the provisions of the project proposed by representatives of both, the government and the Episcopate. First of all, the "tax" definition was questioned as it was expected to call it the "fee". The change was justified by the fact that fees could be charged to cover "general -state needs". Furthermore, stable benefits were questioned as it was stated that such contribution might be of non -recurring, extraordinary benefit. Moreover, they limited aims of the fund that was supposed to cover only investment expenses whereas maintenance of church services and current parish activity were supposed to be financed from other sources. Finally, they discussed the case of managing funds, which -as coming from mandatory contributions -should have been controlled by the public authorities. The aforementioned principles constituted basis of the new proposal. Additionally, the contribution could not exceed 10% of the calculation basis. Having achieved approval of MWRiOP, the contribution could be raised up to 25%, on exceptional basis Church's attitude regarding proposals presented by the government was critical. They advocated the project prepared in November 1926. On the other hand, they indicated a number of paragraphs that were not acceptable in the Pontifical Commission's opinion. First of all, they pointed out the need of direct contributions accepting non -recurrence of such form of financing both, parishes and diocesans as not sufficient. In addition, it was indicated that the authorization of state authorities was overextended in comparison to the Church. Furthermore, there was a critic with reference to limitation of a number of payers (including persons exempt from paying direct contributions), the amount of fees as well as the projects that could be financed. In general, bishops demanded that there should be more disambiguation in imposing fees as well as in managing the fund however the government's attitude was not flexible in this regard 45 . In September 1927 there was an attempt to work out a common attitude. Moreover, the negotiations seemed to have been fruitful. All parties managed to reach an agreement with reference to the Parish Council, a level of influence of the government on it as well as the payers' fees. In addition, the authorities pledged to verify their attitude in respect to casual fees, the amount of high prices, church services and sponsorship of diocese after negotiations lasting almost two years and a half and after about 30 meetings with representatives of MWRiOP, the project of act regarding church taxes was prepared. It encompassed a part of proposals of clergy and, above all, a division of ordinary and extraordinary contributions 48 . Negotiations seemed to be in their ultimate phase. The concept included fees of a lower level than it was initially assumed, i.e. ordinary -3% and extraordinary -10% (maximum ten times a year) of direct taxes. It implemented quite complicated procedure of enacting and managing the fund similar to project that had been agreed with S. Grabski. Exemptions from fees for persons not obliged to pay state taxes were maintained as well 49 . A legislative request placed by deputies from the Polish People's Party "Liberation" (PSL "Wyzwolenie") in June 1928 caused concern among the clergy. It pertained to revocation of obligations resulting from Austrian competition act, having constituted a basis of church taxes in the part of the II Republic of Poland, which had been ruled formerly by the Habsburgs. It has been assumed by the clerks from MWRiOP that to enact the project, and -later on -to extend the legislation to the whole country could have changed negotiation situation. However, the project was sent back to Administrative Commission and was lost there forever 50 . Furthermore, bishop from Lustk appealed that the competition act was not in compliance with concordat and addressed the MWRiOP indicating that: this argument -in my opinion -could be used during the meeting of the Commission, in order to fully eliminate the request from deputy Putek 51 . Above all, negotiations led by bishop Szelążek were focused on wishes of clergy from the former Russian annexation. In fact, these environments seemed to have had more compromise attitude towards the property issues. As their material situation was much worse than the one of clergy from former Prussian and Austrian annexation, clergy from former Russian annexation aimed, fist of all, at reaching immediate agreement, even if having had to reign from some of their initial requests. However, church hierarchy from both, western and southern areas was not so much willing to concessions. As mentioned above, the project was actually finished in principle however primate August Hlond expostulated it. In January 1930, in his letter to bishop Szelążek, primate August Hlond declared objections towards the process of enacting church contributions by the Parishioners Assembly, norms regarding their height as well as excessive interference of authorities. . The new project was a compromise. First of all, they have resigned from regulatory listing of detailed goals, which could have been financed from usual fees, as well as from extending a group of entities (legal persons) that could have been charged. Furthermore, they have revised the way of imposing fees, so that it has not been a decision neither of Parish Council (as requested by bishops) nor of Parishioners Assembly (a postulate from the government). In addition, they have launched an additional unit, having been appointed by the aforementioned gathering. An amount of usual fee was raised to 5% whereas the level of extraordinary fee (obligatorily approved by the state authorities) has been left to the decision of adopting authority 71 . At the beginning of February 1932 the project was approved by the Council of Ministers and re -directed to Parliament. That government's proposal included, in its latest article, almost two -year moratorium which -together with the justification indicating that: due to material as well as formal matters, regulating that case was an immediate necessity -could have caused a cognitive dissonance 72 . For the first time, Parialment verified the project (19 February 1932) . The temperature of the debate remained relatively low as the project itself did not cause any particular interest, and finally was sent back to the Administrative Commission. The Nonpartisan Bloc of Cooperation with the Government (BBWR) as well as national and Christian Democratic environments advocated it. In fact, only the Polish Socialist Party (PPS) representative, Mieczysław Niedziałkowski, appealed that the project should be rejected due to economic and political reasons ("reaching an agreement between Brest case and the catholic doctrine of charity") 73 . At the beginning of March the discussion on the project of act started anew, this time however, with a higher level of interest. The content itself did not cause any interest, as previously, whereas the context of the whole situation turned out to be of high importance. Left -wing parties, as well as people's organizations, indicated on political aspect of the act. . Summarizing, the majority in favor of the project was not threatened. Soon, on 17 March, the act was approved by Senate 75 and was effective on the whole territory of Poland, excluding Silesian Voivodeship 76 . Relatively distant statute of repose term enabled to work on preparation of the executive order. Nonetheless, interministerial settlements regarding the project lasted longer than initially expected. Preliminary version of act was prepared in November 1933 77 whereas at the beginning of December, i.e. one month before the legislation passed on 17 March 1932 came into force, the content was sent for further verification of the Pontifical Commission. It was not until long (i.e. at the beginning of February 1934) , that the Pontifical Commission sent back a number of remarks. Objections concerned the same issues that had already been pointed out during negotiations. There were, in particular, the matters of enacting, administrating and control of contribution fund as well as a role of Parishioners Assembly 1932, no. 65, column 39-64. 75 Sprawozdanie Stenograficzne z posiedzenia Senatu Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej 1932 , no. 38, column 34-52. 76 DURP 1932 "Składki na rzecz Kościoła katolickiego", Gazeta Polska 339 (1933) . 77 AAN, MWRiOP, sygn. 897, Official letter from MWRiOP to MSW, 12.02.1933, 102. 78 Ibidem, Uwagi do rozporządzenia MWRiOP o składkach kościelnych, [196] [197] [198] [199] [200] AAW, EP, sygn. A II 1.3 (2644), Konferencja Plenarna Episkopatu Polski, Warsaw, 02.20.1934, 195. 80 AAN, MWRiOP, sygn. 897, Official letter from Pontifical Commission to MWRiOP, 08.23.1934, 328. 81 AAN, MWRiOP, sygn. 896, Official letter from MWRiOP do Office of Polish Episcopate, 12.16.1934, 85-86; AAN, MWRiOP, sygn. 897 92 . Negotiations have been finished however before the outburst of the war, the directive has not been issued and the act on contributions has remained a "dead letter".
Church contributions -an amount and collection An amount of tax, or parish contribution, depended on current situation of the particular parish as well as on salary system in the given region of the country. MWRiOP, 06.10.1928, 96. Certainly, in time of the Second Republic of Poland, if necessary, church taxes (contributions) were imposed. Collection, however, constituted a real problem. As mentioned above since 1925 in the former Russian annexation there has been an "ex lex" state that has disabled actual execution of church taxes collection. In Prussian annexation where the system of patronage existed and parishes were usually at disposal of suitable salaries, taxes were imposed relatively infrequently and, if so, in insignificant amount. . Incomes of parishes were dependent exclusively on good will of parishioners, which, in case of long -lasting economic crisis, considerably decreased propensity of donations. The aforementioned proclamation of archbishop Hlond, abolishing mandatory fees in his direct diocese, constituted an additional sign of protest towards the existing situation.
As a conclusion, it could be stated that the amount of taxes has never been fully determined and, as so, has never been known to state authorities, as well as ecclesiastical authorities. Far before the First World War Władysław Grabski wrote: it has not been possible to determine the amount of parish expenses […] 
Summary
The Church rate, church fee, church contribution. In the period of the Second Republic of Poland the state's and the ecclesiastical authorities used these terms in order to determine financial weights voluntarily adopted by parish institutions although obligatorily paid by faithful of the Roman Catholic Church. They were established during the Partition: in the Kingdom of Poland (Congress Poland) in 1817, in the Austrian Partition in 1866 and in the Prussian Partition in 1905.
Having concluded a concordat by Poland and the Holy See (1925), a regulatory process of this complicated issue started. It took until 1930 for the parties to complete the first phase of negotiations. The arrangements brought about passing the Church rates' law by the Polish Parliament (1932). In the second stage, there were discussions aiming at implementation of a detailed regulation of parish contributions through administrative regulation. These discussions lasted until December 1938. In spite of reaching an agreement, the state's authorities didn't publish the aforementioned law by the outbreak of the Second World War. As a result of that, the law has never come into force. Thus, compulsory parish contributions -having over a century of history -have been permanently liquidated.
